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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, CENTRAL DISTRICT 


11 THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ) Case No.: 


£616033 


Plaintiff, 


COMPLAINT FOR ABATEMENT AND 
INJUNCTION 


14 SUMMIT AWTQr'pni id ,,r m . . 4 ) [CIVIL CODE SECTION 3479, ET 

bUMMlT ASSETS GROUP, LLC, a Nevada limited ) SEQ .; BUS. & PROF CODE SECTION 
liability company; and DOES 1 through 50, ) 17200 ET SEQ] 

15 inclusive, < ’ WJ 


Defendants. 


(Unlimited Action) 


PLAINTIFF, THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, alleges as follows: 

20 I. INTRODUCTION 

21 1 • This Prosecutorial nuisance abatement action (“Action”) targets the persistent 

22 presence and associated violent and gun-related criminal activity of Hoover Criminals gang 

23 members and their associates at an 11-unit apartment building, owned by the above-named 

24 defendant (“Defendant”) and located at 723 West 82nd Street (“Property”) in the Vermont 

25 Knolls neighborhood of South Los Angeles. The Action is one of three abatement actions 

2 6 being filed by prosecutors in the Los Angeles City Attorney’s Office against similarly 

27 problematic properties on the same block. 

28 The Property is - and has been for a decade-plus due to ineffectual ownership 
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1 11 and management by Defendant and its predecessors - a notorious stronghold for the Hoover 

2 11 Criminals street gang, whose degrading impact on the quality of life is felt in neighborhoods 
throughout South Los Angeles. Groups of Hoovers gang members, from the “Eight-Trey” (for 

4 1 “83”) Hoovers clique as well as other Hoovers cliques, their allies and associates, are almost 
always present on the Property, particularly in the Property’s courtyard along its west side. 

3. These persistent congregations of gang members at the Property are not merely 
innocuous social gatherings. They have an essential gang-related purpose and feed a crime 
stream emanating from the Property. Territorial street gangs such as the Hoovers exist to 
occupy turf, such as the Property, and project power as against their rivals in adjacent “’hoods” 
(as well as against fed-up neighbors who might momentarily entertain the thought of 

11 II cooperating with law enforcement against the gang). The Hoovers’ various rivals know about 

12 II and are attracted to target-rich locations like the Property, and the Hoovers are fully aware of 
11 that fact. Both sides consequently arm themselves with guns to either launch or defend 

14 11 against the inevitable tit-for-tat attacks typical of gang conflicts. The outcome, too frequently, 

15 ‘I ^ armed men Posted at the Property, flying bullets, and human beings lying on the ground, 
injured or dead from gunshot wounds. 

4. Some of the recent incidents at the Property that are symptomatic of its gang- 
connectedness include the following, without limitation: 

On January 15, 2015, Los Angeles Police Department (“LAPD”) officers saw 

2 0 H approximately 15 males behind the Property’s locked gate, some with open containers of 

21 II alcoholic beverages. As the officers approached to investigate someone yelled, “Police, they 

22 II can’t get in, the gate is locked!” The officers managed to get on to the Property and noticed 

23 II 'onathan Paries, a 74 Hoover gang member AKA “Ghost,” walking away from the group. The 
11 officers detained him and found a 9 millimeter pistol loaded with 10 live rounds in his 

25 II waistband. Paries later admitted to the officers that he had the gun for his protection because 

26 II he was aware of ongoing inter-gang conflict in the neighborhood. 

On February 5, 2015, LAPD officers observed a grey Chevrolet Yukon SUV 
28 II blocking the Property’s driveway and playing loud music. The officers approached on foot, 
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recognized the Yukon’s driver and front passenger from numerous prior contacts and saw the 
front passenger, Kevin Beasley, an 83 Hoover gang member AKA “Baby Evil,” leaning back 
and sliding a stainless steel handgun across his waist with his left hand and dropping it on to 
the rear floorboard. The pistol’s magazine dislodged in this process and fell out of Beasly’s lap 
and on to the street when he was ordered out of the car. Officers found the gun on the rear 
floorboard. The driver was also an 83 Hoover gang member. 

On February 12, 2015, Christopher White went to the Property to confront 
Ryhem Smith, an 83 Hoover gang member with multiple gang tattoos on his face AKA 
Toon / Chippermunk,” in a dispute they were having over mutual “disrespect.” When White 
arrived there were several gang members on the Property who egged on the two to fight and 
| told White t0 dr °P a P'P e he had in his hand and to “fight fair.” In the subsequent fight that 
occurred on or right in front of the Property, Smith ended up stabbing White under his arm with 
a screwdriver, causing White’s lung to collapse. When police later apprehended Smith he was 
sitting on a chair in the Property’s side yard, amidst a sizable group of other known gang 
members who were drinking alcoholic beverages on the Property. 

On August 6, 2015, LAPD gang officers saw a car parked partially in the 
Property s front parking area, blocking the sidewalk. William Lee Jackson, an 83 Hoover gang 
member AKA “Monster,” was in the driver’s seat. Another 83 Hoover, Christopher Fairly, AKA 
“Yellowboy,” was standing outside the car and leaning in to the driver’s window, consistent with 
a possible narcotics transaction. When officers moved in to investigate, Fairly reacted with 
shock, turned, hunched forward and reached for his waist band, and ran into the Property’s 
courtyard and into Unit 7 on the Property’s second floor, ignoring the officers’ commands to 
stop. Fairly was then observed throwing a .22 caliber Ruger semi-automatic pistol from the 
apartment’s rear window and on to the driveway of the adjacent building. Officers recovered 
the gun, which was found with a live round in the chamber and an ejected magazine due to 
impact with the pavement. Two other 83 Hoover gang members were found in Unit 7 during 
the incident, and well as another 83 Hoover detained elsewhere on the Property during the 
investigation. 
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On August 16, 2015, a Hoover gang member named Edmond Woods, AKA 
“Chip,” who hung out at the Property on occasion, was shot and killed in the street in front of 
the Property by unidentified attackers who had followed him there in a car. 

On August 18, 2015, officers were in the area providing extra presence due to 
the homicide referenced above and observed approximately 8 males and females loitering in 
the side courtyard of the Property, some drinking from open containers of alcohol. When the 
officers approached, Anthony Bentley, an 83 Hoover gang member AKA “TCTTiny Chip,” who 
was also a resident of the Property, separated from the group and walked into Unit 2, which 
was known by the officers to be empty at the time and frequented by gang members. An 
officer observed a gun in Bentley’s front waistband before he ducked into a room in Unit 2 and 
the officer heard a thud. Bentley was detained and a loaded Ruger .357 magnum revolver was 
recovered on the floor of a closet in the room. 

• On October 30, 2015, officers saw approximately six males hanging out in the 
rear of the side courtyard area of the Property. McArthur Johnson, a 112 Hoover Crip aka “L’il 
Mac,” took off running through the Property’s rear pedestrian gate and headed eastbound into 
the alley behind the Property. The officers gave chase and saw Johnson discard a gun into a 
dumpster. The semi-automatic pistol was later recovered with one live round in the chamber 
and 10 in the magazine. After being detained in the alley, Johnson refused to identify himself, 

saying only, This is on Hoovers” — meaning that his actions were undertaken in allegiance to 
the Hoovers gang. 

5. Historically, LAPD has made approximately 25 arrests at the Property with gang- 
I related and other nuisance overtones since at least 1998, which is as far back as Plaintiff can 
readily determine through the electronic databases available to it. Among earlier incidents at 
the Property, in 2003, a gang member bit and kicked a police officer while resisting arrest for 
possession of marijuana for sale on the Property. Also in 2003, a resident of the Property was 
shot in the leg while on or in front of the Property under circumstances suggesting an 
argument with other individuals in a car that escalated into gunfire. In 2006, officers recovered 
a gun in a barbeque on the Property after seeing a male who was present on the Property try 
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to hide it there. Finally, in 2008, two males got out of a car in front of the Property, exchanged 
words with people loitering on or in front of the Property and then began shooting, leaving two 
people down on the Property with nonfatal gunshot wounds to their lower extremities, and two 
more down with similar wounds behind the Property. Since 2003, there have been four 
shootings at or in connection with the Property; five people have been shot, with one of them 
killed; and officers have recovered four guns on the premises. These incidents only represent 

that fraction of such crime at the Property that is actually reported to or otherwise detected by 
the police. 

6. Conditions at the Property remain volatile. Groups of Hoovers gang members 
are almost never absent from the Property, such that gang officers working in LAPD’s 77th 
Street Community Police Station are compelled to patrol the Property, specifically, every shift 
that they take, time permitting, to the present day. The Property is well known in the 
surrounding community as a major gang hangout. The disorderly, frightening and volatile state 
of affairs at the Property derogates from other law-abiding community members’ sense of 
safety, peaceableness and quietude in their own homes and neighborhood. 

7. Nor are the Hoovers the only street gang degrading the quality of life for the 
many non-gang-connected, law-abiding residents of 82nd Street between Hoover and 
Figueroa. The other two aforementioned simultaneous abatement actions target two 
properties at the other end of this block from the Property, which are dominated by the 18th 
Street criminal street gang, a huge, transnational, mostly Hispanic street gang that dwarfs 
even the Hoovers in size and harmful impact. 18th Street and the Hoovers, at least on this 

block, maintain an uneasy truce based on 18th Street’s role as the source for the drugs sold by 
^ the Hoovers. 

8. The minority of apartment buildings amongst all those on the affected block, that 
have been left vulnerable through lax management, such as the Property, foster and amplify 
the Hoovers, and 18 th Streets, hold on the neighborhood by serving as pieces of the gang’s 
turf that are especially hospitable and conducive to the gang’s operations and social 
imperatives. Not every building within a gang’s turf is available for exploitation by the gang in 
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this fashion as some are managed better, more physically fortified, lack gang “friendlies” that 
attract gang members in the first place, and so on. The properties that do fall under the grip of 
a gang, however — such as the Property complained of herein as well as the other two target 
locations - become toxic to the people, young and old, in their vicinity. 

9. The Defendant, as the entity ultimately responsible for the Property, has failed, 
as did its predecessors, to implement appropriate physical and managerial best practices to 
combat the foregoing nuisance dynamic. The intent of this nuisance abatement prosecution is 
to compel such action by Defendant as is necessary to bring the entirely unacceptable state of 
affairs at the Property to a swift and permanent halt, including via an order that a 
representative of the Defendant reside at the Property. 

II. THE PARTIES AND THE PROPERTY 

A. Plaintiff 

10. Plaintiff, the People, is the sovereign power of the State of California designated 
in Code of Civil Procedure section 731 and Business and Professions Code section 17204 to 
be the complaining party in law enforcement actions brought to abate, enjoin and penalize 
public nuisances and acts of unfair competition. 

B. The Defendant 

11. Defendant Summit Assets Group, LLC (“Defendant”) is a Nevada limited liability 
company. Defendant has owned the Property since on or around August 20, 2014. The 
Property s history as a nuisance pre-dates the Defendant’s acquisition of the Property. 

However, numerous dangerous incidents have occurred at or in connection to the Property, upj 
to and including a homicide, since Defendant became its owner. Defendant, through its 
agents, knows about the regular congregations of unpeaceable persons on its Property. 
However, Defendant has taken no significant steps to abate the nuisance at its Property after 
having owned it for approaching two years. 

12. The true names and capacities of defendants sued herein as Does 1 through 50, 
inclusive, are unknown to Plaintiff, who therefore sues said defendants by such fictitious 
names. When the true names and capacities of said defendants have been ascertained, 
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Plaintiff will ask leave of the court to amend this complaint and to insert in lieu of such fictitious 
names the true names and capacities of said fictitiously named defendants. 

C. The Property 

13. The Property includes a two-story, 11-unit apartment building with the common 
address of 723 West 82 nd Street. 1 The Property is not known to Plaintiff to have necessary, 
modern physical features and management tools such as a video monitoring system or an 
access control system (programmable key cards or key fobs) aimed at restricting the presence 
of non-tenants on the Property. Rather, the gang members who congregate on the Property 

9 I have effectively commandeered the physical features of the Property so as to magnify the 

10 1 nuisance there by, for example, locking the gates so as to prevent access to the Property by 
police officers. 

III. THE PUBLIC NUISANCE LAW 

14. The Public Nuisance Law (“PNL”), Civil Code section 3479, defines a public 

14 11 nuisance as “[ajnything which is injurious to health, including, but not limited to, the illegal sale 

15 of controlled substances, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free) 

16 use of property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property.. .” (See 

17 City of Bakersfield v. Miller (1966) 64 Cal.2d 93, 99 ["The Legislature has defined in general 

18 terms the word 'nuisance' in Civil Code section 3479...."].) 

15. Civil Code section 3480 defines a public nuisance as “one which affects at the 
same time an entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons, 
although the extent of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon individuals may be unequal.” 

16. The case law is replete with examples” of the “threat violent street gangs ... 
pose to the safety of peaceful Californians.” ( Castaneda v. Olsher (2007) 41 Cal.4 th 1205, 
1216.) In a case involving gang-related gunfire similar to what is occurring at the Property 
here, the California Supreme Court explicitly recognized that “[sjtreet gang activity can often 
subject” innocent bystanders “to unacceptable levels of risk.” (Id.) In Medina v. Hillshore 
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1 The Property’s legal description is: “The west 50 feet of lot 245 of Sunnyside Park Addition, in the City of Los 
Angeles, County of Los Angeles, State of California, as per map recorded in Book 6, Page 198 and 199 of Maps 
in the office of the county recorder of said county,” Assessor’s Parcel Number 6032-023-018. 
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Partners (1995) 40 Cal.App.4 th 477, 486, involving a wrongful death claim by the mother of a 
young man shot by gang members at an apartment complex, the Court said, “We agree that 
the congregation of gangs poses a foreseeable risk of harm to the public.” In particular, the 
whole spectrum of typical street gang conduct, ranging from loitering, to public drinking and 
| boisterousness, to drug dealing, to gunfire, has been held to “easily meet the statutory 
standard” for a public nuisance under Civil Code section 3479. (People ex rel. Gallo v. Acuna 
(1997) 14 Cal.4 th 1090, 1120.) 

17. Civil Code section 3491 provides for the methods by which public nuisances 
such as those alleged herein may be abated. Civil Code section 3491 states that the 
remedies against a public nuisance are indictment or information, a civil action or abatement.” 

Abatement is accomplished by a court of equity by means of an injunction proper and suitable 
to the facts of each case." ( Sullivan v. Royer (1887) 72 Cal. 248, 249.) 

18. Code of Civil Procedure section 731 authorizes a city attorney to bring an action 
to enjoin or abate a public nuisance. It provides, in relevant part, “[a] civil action may be 
brought in the name of the people of the State of California to abate a public nuisance ... by 
the city attorney of any town or city in which such nuisance exists.” 

19. [Sjtrict liability for nuisance historically attends the possession and control of 
land. ( Leslie Salt Co. v. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 605, 618 n. 15 & 619). “It is immaterial whether the acts” of the 
persons sought to be held liable for a nuisance “be considered willful or negligent; the essential 
fact is that, whatever be the cause, the result is a nuisance.” ( Snow v. Marian Realty 

I Company (1931) 212 Cal. 622, 625-26; see also Sturges v. Charles L. Harney, Inc. (1958) 165 
Cal.App.2d 306, 318 ["a nuisance and liability therefore may exist without negligence"]; People 
v. McCadden (1920) 48 Cal.App. 790, 792 ["A judgment supported on findings that such 
nuisance was conducted and maintained on the premises in question, regardless of the 
knowledge of the owner thereof, is sufficient. Such knowledge on the part of the owner... is 
unnecessary. ].) This strict standard is because "the object of the act is not to punish; its 
purpose is to effect a reformation of the property itself." (People v. Bayside Land Co. (1920) 
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IV. UNFAIR COMPETITION LAW 

20. The practices forbidden by the state Unfair Competition Law at Business and 
Professions Code section 17200 et seq. (“UCL”) are any business practices forbidden by law, 
be it criminal, federal, state, municipal, statutory, regulatory or court-made. As the California 
Supreme Court has explained, the UCL “’borrows’ violations of other laws and treats them as 
unlawful practices independently actionable under section 17200 et seq.” ( South Bay 
Chevrolet v. General Motors Acceptance Corp. (1999) 72 Cal.App.4 th 861, 880 (internal 
citations and quotation marks omitted).) 

21. As proscribed by the UCL, “[a]n ‘unlawful business activity’ includes anything that 
can properly be called a business practice and that at the same time is forbidden by law.” 
(People v. McKale (1979) 25 Cal.3d 626, 632.) The ownership and operation of a rental 
apartment complex, such as the Property, by nonresident owners doing so for the purposes of 
profit, is, axiomatically, a business under the UCL. ( See People ex. rel. City of Santa Monica 

v. Gabriel (2010) 186 Cal.App.4th 882, 888 [“The renting of residential housing is a 
business. ].) Thus, when a property owner conducts, maintains or permits a nuisance that is 

unlawful under the PNL and NAL to exist on the premises of such a property, it is a violation of 
the UCL. 

22. Moreover, the UCL casts a broad net. “Any person performing or proposing to 
perform an act of unfair competition may be enjoined . ..” (Bus. & Prof. Code, § 17203; 

J emphasis added.) The term person includes “natural persons, corporations, firms, 
partnerships, joint stock companies, associations and other organizations of persons.” (Bus. & 
Prof. Code, § 17201.) The courts have expanded section 17200’s net beyond direct liability to 
include common law doctrines of secondary liability where the liability of each defendant is 
predicated on his or her personal participation in the unlawful practices. (People v. Toomey 

(1985) 157 Cal.App.3d 1, 14; Emery v. Visa Inti Service Ass’n (2002) 95 Cal.App.4 th 952, 

960.) 

23. Civil actions under the UCL may be brought in the name of the People of the 
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1 State of California by any city attorney of a city having a population in excess of 750,000 (Bus. 

2 & Profs. Code, § 17204), such as the City of Los Angeles. A public entity can sue pursuant to 

3 section 17200 based on violations of its own municipal code, state law, or other local 

4 ordinance. (People v. Thomas Shelton Powers, M.D., Inc. (1992) 2 Cal.App.4 th 330, 338-339.) 

5 24. Defendants engaging in violations of the UCL may be enjoined in any court of 

6 competent jurisdiction. (Bus. & Profs. Code, § 17203.) A court may make such orders or 

7 judgments, including appointment of a receiver, as may be necessary to prevent the use or 

8 employment by any person of any practice constituting unfair competition. (Id.) 

9 v - FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION FOR PUBLIC NUISANCE 

10 [Civil Code section 3479, et seq. 

11 Against Defendant and DOES 1 through 50] 

12 25. Plaintiff incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 24 of this Complaint and 

13 makes them part of this First Cause of Action as though fully set forth herein. 

14 26 - From approximately August 2014, through the present time, Defendant, and 

15 DOES 1 through 50, have alternately owned, operated, managed and used, and/or directly or 

16 indirectly permitted to be occupied and used, the Property in such a manner as to constitute a 

17 public nuisance in accordance with Civil Code sections 3479 and 3480. The public nuisance, 

18 as described herein, is injurious to health, indecent or offensive to the senses, and/or an 

19 obstruction to the free use of property, so as to substantially and unreasonably interfere with 

20 the comfortable enjoyment of life or property by those persons living in the surrounding 

21 community. The public nuisance at the Property consists of, but is not limited to the regular, 

22 menacing, intimidating, disorderly and violent presence of often armed resident and non¬ 
resident gang members and/or associates at and around the Property; and the occurrence of 

24 gunfire on, around and in connection with the Property. 

25 27 - Defendant, and DOES 1 through 50, in owning, conducting, maintaining, and/or 
permitting the use of the Property, directly or indirectly, as a public nuisance, have engaged in 

27 wrongful conduct and caused a serious threat to the general health, safety and welfare of the 

28 law-abiding tenants at the Property and persons in the area surrounding the Property. 
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28. Unless Defendant, and DOES 1 through 50, are restrained and enjoined by order 
of this Court, they will continue to use, occupy and maintain, and to aid, abet or permit, directly 
or indirectly, the use, occupation, and maintenance of the Property, together with the fixtures 
and appurtenances located therein, for the purpose complained of herein, to the great and 
irreparable damage of Plaintiff and in violation of California law. 

VI. SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION FOR UNFAIR COMPETITION 
[Business and Professions Code Section 17200, etseq. - 
Against All Defendants and DOES 1 through 50] 

29. Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference paragraphs 1 through 28 of this 
Complaint and makes them part of this Second Cause of Action, as if fully set forth herein. 

30. Ownership and operation of the Property is a business. When the owner and/or 
manager of such a business violates the PNL such that a nuisance exists and flourishes at the 
business’ premises, as alleged herein, it is also a violation of the UCL. 

31. Defendant and DOES 1-50 have violated the UCL by conducting, maintaining 
and/or permitting, directly or indirectly, a nuisance in violation of the PNL, at the Property, as 
alleged herein. 

32. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law, and unless Defendant and DOES 1-50 
are restrained by this Court they will continue to commit unlawful business practices or acts, 
thereby causing irreparable injury and harm to the public’s welfare. 

PRAYER 

WHEREFORE, PLAINTIFF PRAYS THAT THIS COURT ORDER, ADJUDGE AND 
DECREE AS FOLLOWS: 

AS TO THE FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION : 

1. That the Property, together with the fixtures and moveable property therein and 
thereon, be declared a public nuisance and be permanently abated as such in accordance with 
Civil Code section 3491. 

2. That Defendant and its agents, officers, employees and anyone acting on their 
behalf, and their heirs and assignees, be preliminarily and perpetually enjoined from operating, 
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conducting, using, occupying, or in any way permitting the use of the Property as a public 

2 nuisance. Such orders should include, but not be limited to physical and managerial 

3 improvements to the Property, a requirement that a representative of Defendant reside at the 
Property until the nuisance is abated, the appointment of a receiver to carry out the Court’s 
orders, and such other orders as are appropriate to remedy the nuisance on the Property and 

6 enhance the abatement process. 

3. Such costs as may occur in abating said nuisance at the Property and such other 
8 costs as the Court shall deem just and proper. 

4- That Plaintiff be granted such other and further relief as the Court deems just and 

10 proper, including closure and/or demolition of the Property. 

11 AS TO THE SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

1. That the Defendant be declared in violation of Business and Professions Code 
13 section 17200. 

2. That the Defendant, as well as its agents, heirs, successors, and anyone acting 
on its behalf, be permanently enjoined from maintaining, operating, or permitting any unlawful 

or unfair business acts or practices in violation of Business and Professions Code section 
17 17200. 

3- That the Court grant a preliminary and/or permanent injunction prohibiting the 
Defendant, as well as its agents, heirs, successors, and anyone acting on its behalf, from 
20 engaging in the unlawful or unfair acts and/or practices described herein at the Property and in 
the City of Los Angeles. Such orders should include physical and managerial improvements to 

22 the Property, including without limitation those listed in Health and Safety Code section 

23 11573.5(f)(1), and, specifically, licensed, armed private security services for the Property. 

24 4 - That - pursuant to Business and Professions Code section 17206, the Defendant 

25 be assessed a civil penalty of Two Thousand Five Hundred Dollars ($2,500) for each and 

26 every act of unfair competition. 

5. That, pursuant to the Court’s equitable power and Business and Professions 
28 Code section 17203, the Court make such orders or judgments, including appointment of a 
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receiver, to eliminate the unfair competition alleged herein. 

AS TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 

1. That Plaintiff recover the amount of the filing fees and the amount of the fee for 
the service of process or notices which would have been paid but for Government Code 
section 6103.5, designating it as such. The fees may, at the Court’s discretion, include the 
amount of the fees for certifying and preparing transcripts. 

2. That Plaintiff be granted such other and further relief as the Court deems just and 
proper. 


DATED: April 6, 2016 


Respectfully submitted, 

MICHAEL N. FEUER, City Attorney 
JONATHMLGRISTALL Supervi 



tant City Attorney 


GOLD 


Deputy City Attorney 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE 
OF CALIFORNIA 
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